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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Study
A careful perusal of the abundant literature indicates that a succinct

definition of reading has been provided by The Commission on Reading
(Anderson et al., 1985). According to the Commission, reading is “the
process of constructing meaning from written texts. It is a complex skill

requiring the coordination of a number of interrelated sources of

information.” Further, the Commission lists five main components to this
fundamental skill: (a) reading is a constructive process, (b) reading must
accompany fluency, (c) the skill must be strategic, (d) it requires
motivation, and (e) reading is a lifelong pursuit. Of these five specific

skills, motivation is seen as the key to learning to read.

1

2

Motivation to read needs to be fostered early, with emergent readers.

The best motivators of young children are their parents. The U.S.

Department of Education publication, What Works states that “the best
way for parents to help their children to become better readers is to read to

them” ( Porter, 1995). Porter also reports that children who are read to on

a regular basis and are given picture books of their own, tend to have

stronger imaginations and they view reading as fun and relaxing. When
read to, children can learn how wonderful and fun a book can be. With

support, children can include reading in their leisure activities as they
mature.
Reading is similar to any other skill acquired by a child, in that regular
practice is necessary for maintenance of the skill. It has long been understood
that if children do not read regularly, they will not develop as readers.

According to Trelease (1982), “Reading is an accrued skill. The more you
read, the better you get at it; and the better you get at reading, the more you
like it. Thus, the more you like it, the more you do it.”
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Shared reading research suggests that reading comprehension may be
improved and good reading habits developed by parents reading to their

child. (Chasen & Holt, 1993). In Becoming a Nation of Readers.

Anderson, Heibert, Scott and Wilkinson (1985) believe “the single most
important activity for building the knowledge required for eventual success

in reading is reading aloud to children.”
The best way to combine parental motivation, the benefits of reading

aloud, and the need to practice is through shared reading experiences at home.

When a child and parent read stories together (i.e., shared reading) they are
engaged in an interactive activity that is both enjoyable and beneficial for the

child as well as the parent.

Problem Statement
As early as 1916, educators have debated whether students read better

orally or silently and which method should be emphasized more in school

(Pinter & Gilliland, 1916; Rowell, 1976). Several recent studies have also
examined the differences in students’ comprehension after reading orally and

silently (Miller & Smith, 1985; 1990).
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Currently, an extensive body of literature has established the

importance of shared reading experiences with young children as a key

strategy that assists in language acquisition and literacy development.
Several researchers (Clay, 1991; Teale & Sulzby, 1989; Martinez &

Roser, 1985) explored the importance of storybook reading. Laney and
Bergin (1992) observed the parents’ role in supporting beginning readers.

Mooney (1994) discussed the benefits of shared readings or shared book

experiences between teacher and students, while Chasen and Holt (1993)

devised a shared reading program for first graders and parents.
The focus of all these studies dealt with young children who were
beginning to read. But what about children who are already reading? What

oral or silent reading strategies best support growth in fluent readers? Do

shared reading experiences outside the classroom benefit them? One study in
Canada (Hoover, 1991) examined the effects of paired reading with second
and third graders. The majority of the students’ reading did improve, but one

researcher felt additional studies were needed to assess the effects of this

reading strategy.
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This study will look at the effects of shared reading versus
independent reading on reading comprehension of third grade students.
Research Questions:
1. What is the difference between grade level for the pretest/posttest
scores for the following two groups? A. Independent Readers,

B. Shared

Readers

2. What is the difference between main idea comprehension for the
pretest/posttest

scores for the following two groups?

A. Independent

Readers, B. Shared Readers

3.

What is the difference between detail comprehension for the

pretest/posttest scores for the following two groups? A. Independent Readers,
B. Shared Readers

4. What is the difference between sequence comprehension for the

pretest/posttest scores for the following two groups? A. Independent Readers,
B. Shared Readers

5. What is the difference between vocabulary comprehension for the

pretest/posttest scores for the following two groups? A. Independent Readers,
B. Shared Readers
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6. What is the difference between inference comprehension for the

pretest/posttest scores for the following two groups? A. Independent

Readers, B. Shared Readers.

Ho:
1. There is no difference in the reading comprehension level of third

grade students participating in shared reading experiences and third graders
reading independently.

2. There is no difference in the main idea comprehension subtest of
third grade students participating in shared reading experiences and third

graders reading independently.
3. There is no difference in the detail comprehension subtest of third

grade students participating in shared reading experiences and third graders
reading independently.

4. There is no difference in the sequence comprehension subtest of
third grade students participating in shared reading experiences and third

graders reading independently.
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5. There is no difference in the vocabulary comprehension subtest
of third grade students participating in shared reading experiences and third

graders reading independently.
6. There is no difference in the inference comprehension subtest of
third grade students participating in shared reading experiences and third

graders reading independently.

Definitions

Shared reading is the student and/or parent reading a story aloud to
one another (Chasen & Holt, 1993).

Independent reading is the students independently reading books by
themselves (Teale & Sulzby, 1989).

Reading comprehension is the understanding of the words represented
(Shinn et al., 1992).

Burns/Roe Informal Reading Inventory is an informal assessment of
students’ reading levels and comprehension from pre-primer through twelfth

grade (Bums & Roe, 1993).
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Definitions

Shared reading is the student and/or parent reading a story aloud to one
another (Chasen & Holt, 1993).

Independent reading is the students independently reading books by
themselves (Teale & Sulzby, 1989).

Reading comprehension is the understanding of the words represented
(Shinn et al., 1992).

Burns/Roe Informal Reading Inventory is an informal assessment of
students’ reading levels and comprehension from pre-primer through twelfth
grade (Bums & Roe, 1993).

Limitations
1. The differences in the students. Each student brought his/her own

experiences, culture, and prior knowledge to the research.
2. Time actually spent reading independently or shared at home.
3. Educational and socioeconomic level of the parents.

4. Length of study.

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Oral and Silent Reading Comprehension
If the subject is reading instruction for young children, you can
count on a diversity of opinion as to what constitutes best practice. And if
reading is fundamental, you can also count on controversy as part of a
continuing debate about education.
For decades educators have debated the benefits of oral reading and

silent reading. Pinter and Gilliland (1916) compared oral and silent reading
at different grades in elementary school, in high school, and in college. They
found little difference in result as to whether a third grade student read aloud
or silently. In either event, the reader basically acquired about the same
number of ideas per second with either method of reading. But as they
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progressed through the grades and into college, silent reading was quicker
than oral reading and the number of ideas remembered was slightly

greater. They believed that silent reading is the more economical approach

and the method we use most throughout our lives. Moreover, they held

that schools emphasize oral reading in the upper grades, notwithstanding
the fact that silent reading gradually surpasses oral reading as students
progress through the grades. They proposed that “silent reading should be

taught much more and much earlier” in the primary grades.
Rowell (1976) observed the shift toward more silent reading than oral

reading in schools. There was also a movement toward comprehension being

the major objective in reading rather than the ease and fluency of the
pronunciation of written words.

Rowell’s study questioned whether

elementary students read better orally or silently. He found that oral reading
comprehension was significantly higher than silent reading comprehension for

both third and fifth graders.

The order of administering the tests also

produced significant differences. Students who were tested first on silent

reading did better on oral reading comprehension. Students who were first

11

tested on oral reading did better on silent reading comprehension. Rowell
felt this was probably due to the effect of practice.

Rowell held that the findings of the study raised several questions. If
silent reading is the more necessary skill in adult life, “when do students begin
to excel in silent reading comprehension? Are most elementary educators

teaching oral reading comprehension more effectively than silent reading

comprehension? To what degree would more stress on silent reading in the
early grades result in improved comprehension?” (Rowell, 1976). He also

asserted that when testing for oral reading comprehension, an oral reading test

should be used, and when testing for silent reading comprehension, a test of
silent reading would be most appropriate.

Miller and Smith (1985) examined whether there were differences in

literal and inferential comprehension after oral and silent reading. They found
that the development of oral reading skills did not parallel the development of
silent reading skills, nor did the ability to answer literal questions parallel the

ability to answer inferential questions. They believed that “improvement
across abilities seems to occur in steps the increments in oral, silent,

inferential, and literal occurring at different steps.” In addition, Miller and
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Smith found that “the ability to comprehend after reading orally and silently
and the ability to answer successfully both literal and inferential questions

improve as the level of reading competency increases, but the strengths and

weaknesses that characterize each level of development change in a

particular manner.” Therefore, they contend that generalizations which
assume silent reading to be superior to oral reading or vice versa are

inappropriate, as are generalizations that concern the ability to answer
inferential questions more successfully than literal questions or vice versa.
Miller and Smith (1990) questioned whether there are differences in
comprehension when children listen, read orally or read silently. They found
that the students’ comprehension abilities appeared to have two interacting

factors, level of competence and modality to generate information. Poor

readers scored equally in oral reading comprehension and listening, and lower
on silent reading.

Average readers scored equally on silent reading and

listening and lower on oral reading. Good readers scored equally on oral and
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silent reading comprehension and lower on listening. In essence, they
believe this supports the idea that “oral reading proficiency is thought to

precede silent.”

Shared Reading
The results of this study are deemed important inasmuch as today’s

literature stresses the importance of parents reading to and with their
children.

Indeed, most authors examining the subject of emerging literacy stress
the importance of the parent’s role. Carl Braun, writing in The Reading
Teacher (1990) said, “We have long recognized the key role played by the

family in literacy development, particularly in shaping childrens’ attitudes

towards reading and writing.” The Commission on Reading (Anderson et. al,
1985) in its report, Becoming a Nation of Readers, concluded that “Parents

play roles of inestimable importance in laying the foundation for learning to

read” and “parents have an obligation to support their continued growth as
readers.”
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A good approach for engaging parents, children, and the school is

shared reading. This strategy has parent and child reading together at
home, which in essence extends the child’s reading time. Moreover,

shared reading stresses context clues for increased comprehension, and
improves fluency (Hoover, 1991).
According to Hoover (1991), there are features that make this type of

supported reading advantageous. “The reading together aspect and the readily
available support free many children from word-by-word decoding and

this, in turn, enables them to read much more fluently with much greater

consciousness of contextual clues. Children can learn not only accurate
oral reading but also expressiveness, pacing and attention to punctuation.”
Margaret Mooney (1994) agrees with all of this and adds, “One of the

main purposes and benefits of shared reading is that the children are able to
act and be seen as readers as they participate in or opt in and out of readings
where you ensure that the author’s message and the flow of meaning are

maintained throughout the book.” Ms. Mooney feels the child, in a shared
reading experience, observes the things the parents “appear” to do as they
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read. They listen for the signs in the story, poem, or rhyme that will give
them a “you know how it’s going to work” message. These signs come in

the way of text form, text structure, or the features incorporated into the

text. Through shared reading, children become familiar with many
different text forms, making them able to envision the shape of a fairy tale,

a poem, a letter, a counting rhyme and so on.
The effectiveness of shared reading was demonstrated in an early
study by Roger Morgan and Elizabeth Lyon in 1979. This study showed gains

in reading accuracy and comprehension ranging from 7 months to 19 months
progress in 6 months (Hoover, 1991). Moreover, Topping (1987) reported

that “Evaluation studies show that children involved in paired reading on
average make 3 times normal progress in reading accuracy and 5 times

normal progress in reading comprehension.”

In 1990, a shared reading study was done in the city schools of
Portage la Prairie, Manitoba, using students in grades 2 and 3, and their

parents. It was found that the 45 students who participated in shared reading
at home, four or five times a week for two months, showed greater
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improvement in reading skills than the control group, which did not
participate in any shared reading at home.
Green Holly School in St. Mary’s County, Maryland implemented a

shared reading program, “Read to Somebody Everyday,” for their first grade

students and parents (Chasen & Holt, 1993). Eighty-two first graders and
their parents participated for four weeks in the program, reading three books

together a week. An attitude and evaluation survey was sent home at the end
of the four-week period to measure how important both the child and the

parent felt reading together is, enjoyment level of reading together, and
attitude change (if any) towards reading together.

The survey results

indicated that first grade students and their parents positively agreed that
shared reading is a very important activity.

Additionally, they strongly

agreed that shared reading was an enjoyable activity.
According to Trelease (1982) “it (reading aloud/shared reading) allows
the child to sample the delights and conditions him to believe that reading is

a pleasurable experience, not a painful or boring one”.
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Reading by, with, and to children is essential in developing present
and future readers. If a skill like comprehension increases with so little

effort, then we must help parents feel comfortable doing this at home.
Shared reading is one effective way to do that.

CHAPTER HI
METHODOLOGY

Population and Sample
This study was conducted with three classes of third grade students

from a single elementary school in suburban central Ohio. Twenty-five
students were randomly selected from the forty-eight regular program,
non-intervention students in that grade level. A number was assigned to

each student and every odd-numbered student was selected. Those students
were then randomly divided into two separate groups; (a) shared reading
subjects and (b) independent reading subjects. This division was

accomplished by new numbers being assigned to those selected students.
The even-numbered students were assigned to the independent reading
group, and the odd-numbered students were assigned in the shared reading
group.
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Design
The design for the study was Design 4 from Handbook in Research
and Evaluation (Isaac & Michael, 1995) without a control group.

First Experimental Group ( R)

O

Second Experimental Group ( R)

O

X (Treatment a)
X (Treatment b )

0
O

Data and Instrumentation
Permission to participate and contract agreements were sent home
with each student selected to participate in the study. Two contracts were
not returned, therefore two new students were randomly selected from the

remaining third graders, following the previously used sampling procedure.
After all contracts were collected, participants in the study were given the
Burns/ Roe Informal Reading Inventory (1993).

The Burns/Roe Informal Reading Inventory contains a series of
carefully graded reading passages for all reading levels from pre-primer
through twelfth grade. The reading passages were chosen primarily from

graded materials in basal readers and literature books actually used in schools
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with students at that grade level.

Both fiction and nonfiction passages

were included. The Bums/Roe Informal Reading Inventory (1993) manual

did not address the reliability coefficient or validity of the inventory. Dr.
Betty Roe was contacted at Tennessee Technological University concerning

the reliability coefficient for the Bums/Roe Informal Reading Inventory. A
reliability test was not run due to the content of the passages. Since it was

an informal assessment, a different form could be used if a student did not
have the background knowledge for the original passage. Instead of
running a reliability test, the IRI was field tested with 200 children.
Graphs were drawn to show the passages getting progressively more

difficult. If a passage did not fit the pattern, it was thrown out and

replaced with another passage that did fit the pattern. A readability test

was done on each passage. The Spache Readability Formula was used for

sections from pre-primer through grade 3, and the Fry Readability Graph
was used for sections from grade 4 through 12 (Burns & Roe, 1993).
Following each selection is a group of questions designed to measure

many types of comprehension strategies. No pictures accompany the graded
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passages in this IRI because it was felt that the use of picture clues to

obtain meaning from the paragraphs would lessen the accuracy of the test
in determining the reader’s ability to comprehend text. The types of

comprehension strategies that are tested include:
1. a main idea question that asks for the central theme of the
selection.

2. a detail question that asks for bits of information directly stated

in the material.

3. an inference question that asks for information that is implied,
but not directly stated, in the passage.

4. a sequence question that requires knowledge of events in their
order of occurrence.
5. a cause-and-effect question that names a cause and asks for its

effect or mentions an effect and asks for its cause.
6. a vocabulary question that asks for the meaning of a word of

phrase used in the selection.
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The Burns/Roe Informal Reading Inventory incorporates graded
word lists that function as placement tools to help determine where to start

a student with the graded passages. There are two lists of twenty words
from each reading level (pre-primer through twelfth grade) provided in this
IRI. Word List 1 was used with each subject before selecting the reading

passages in the pretest. Word List 2 was used before selecting the reading
passages in the posttest.

The two researchers administered the pre-and-post test to the study
subjects on a one-to-one basis, following the instructions given in the

Burns/Roe Informal Reading Inventory manual. The examiners began

administering the test with Level 1. If the student mispronounced and did
not self-correct any words on the list, the examiner administered the
Primer level. The highest level at which the student had no errors became

the starting point for administering the passages.

Then the examiner read the introductory statement for the passage
and asked the student to read the passage silently. The examiner did not

offer any help nor answer any questions the student asked. If the student
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asked for assistance, the examiner said “Do the best you can. I want to

find out how well you can read it without help” (Bums & Roe, 1993).
There was no time limit for the reading of the passages. After the

student finished reading the passage, the examiner removed the passage

from the student and asked the comprehension questions. The student
responded orally. Testing continued in this manner to the level where the

student answered less than half of the questions correctly. Form A was
used as a pretest, and Form B was used as the posttest.

Threats to Experimental Validity
Internal Validity:
1. History -- If any unanticipated events occur while the experiment
(pre-and-post testing) is in progress that affect the dependent variable

(reading comprehension), the test will be continued when school resumes.
2. Maturation — Subjects will not show significant maturation within
the 5 weeks of this study.

24

3. Testing — Word List 1 and Form A of the Bums/Roe Informal
Reading Inventory will be used for the pretest, and Word List 2 and Form
B will be used for the posttest.

4. Instrumentation — The two examiners, while administering the

pre - and posttests, will follow the same procedure and give the same
instructions to each subject.

5. Statistical regression - All subjects will be randomly selected.

Selection will not be based on any previous test scores.
6. Differential selection of subjects - Subjects will be randomly
selected and randomly assigned to two groups.

7. Experimental mortality or differential loss of subjects - All
subjects/parents will sign a participation agreement before starting the

study.
8. Selection -Maturation interaction - All subjects will be third

grade students.
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External Validity: 1. Interaction effect of testing - Pretest will give the

examiners a baseline level to be used in future analysis. It has no effect

upon the experimental treatment.
2. Interaction effects of selection biases and the experimental

treatment — All subjects will be randomly selected and assigned.
3. Reactive effects of experimental arrangements — The

experimental treatment is not unique for these subjects. This type of

assignment has been part of their daily homework for the previous two
years.
4. Multiple - treatment interference — Subjects will receive only one

treatment, viz., reading or independent reading.

Analysis
Data was transferred to the computer facilities at the University
of Dayton. Descriptive statistics were used to summarize the data

pertaining to the level of performance for reading comprehension on the
pre- and posttests from the Bums/Roe Informal Reading Inventory.

T-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) were used to describe the
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difference between the independent variables, shared reading experiences
and independent reading.

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Table la
Difference Between Reading Grade Levels for Students
in Independent Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

-0.45

18

.66

NS

Pretest score (mean = 3.3)
Posttest score (mean = 3.0)

The T-test showed no significant difference between grade level for
pretest and posttest scores for the independent reading group.
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Table lb
Difference Between Reading Grade Levels for Students
in Shared Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

.30

24.0

.77

NS

Pretest score (mean =4.0)
Posttest score (mean =4.23)

The T-test showed no significant difference between grade level for
pretest and posttest test scores for the shared reading group.
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Table 2a

Difference Between Main Idea Comprehension for Students
in Independent Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

0.17

IS

.86

NS

Pretest score (mean = 72.5)
Posttest score (mean =74.9)

The T-test showed no significant difference between main idea
comprehension for pretest and posttest scores for the independent reading
group.
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Table 2b
Difference Between Main Idea Comprehension for Students
in Shared Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

.80

24.0

.43

NS

Pretest Score (mean = 63.23)
Posttest Score (mean = 70.31)
The T-test showed no significant difference between main idea

comprehension for pretest and posttest scores for the shared reading group.
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Table 3a

Difference between Detail Comprehension for Students
in Independent Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

18

.0032

S

-3.40
;---------------------------

Pretest Score (mean = 69.0)
Posttest Score (mean = 44.7)
The T-test showed significant difference between detail comprehension

for pretest and posttest scores for the independent reading group.
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Table 3b
Difference Between Detail Comprehension for Students
in Shared Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

.69

24.0

.50

NS

Pretest Score (mean = 62.7)
Posttest Score (mean = 58.4)
The T-test showed no significant difference between detail
comprehension for pretest and posttest scores for the shared reading group.
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Table 4a

Difference Between Sequence Comprehension for Students
in Independent Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

.68

18

.11

NS

Pretest Score (mean = 41.9)
Posttest Score (mean = 64.9)
The T-test showed no significant difference between sequence

comprehension for pretest and posttest for the independent reading group.
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Table 4b
Difference Between Sequence Comprehension for Students
in Shared Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

1.48

24

0.15

NS

Pretest Score (mean = 40.9)
Posttest Score (mean = 62.7)

The T-test showed no significant difference between sequence
comprehension for pretest and posttest for the shared reading group.
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Table 5 a
Difference Between Vocabulary Comprehension for Students
in Independent Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

2.13

18

.039

S

Pretest Score (mean = 38.6)
Posttest Score (mean = 65.10)

The T-test showed significant difference between vocabulary

comprehension for pretest and posttest scores for the independent reading

group.
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Table 5b
Difference Between Vocabulary Comprehension for Students
in Shared Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

2.10

24

.045

S

Pretest Score (mean = 42.8)
Posttest Score (mean = 63.8)
The T-test showed significant difference between vocabulary

comprehension for pretest and posttest scores for the shared reading group.
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Table 6a
Difference Between Inference Comprehension for Students
in Independent Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

.52

18

.61

NS

Pretest Score (mean = 53.9)
Posttest Score (mean = 58.2)
The T-test showed no significant difference between inference
comprehension for pretest and posttest scores for the independent reading

group.
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Table 6b
Difference Between Inference Comprehension for Students
in Shared Reading Group

t

DF

Probability

Significance

1.85

24

.075

NS

Pretest Score (mean = 51.2)
Posttest Score (mean = 61.5)

The T-test showed no significant difference between inference

comprehension for pretest and posttest scores for the shared reading group.
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TABLE 7
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND ANALYSIS
OF STUDENTS’ GAINS BY TYPE OF READERS
AND PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCORES
FOR READING GRADE LEVEL
Type of Readers

Pretest

Posttest

Independent Readers

n mean SD
10 3.30 1.34

n mean
10 3.00

SD Total n Marginal Mean
1.63
20
3.15

Shared Readers

13

13

2.09

4.00

Marginal Mean

1.83

4.23

3.65

3.62

SS

DF

MS

F

Between
Type Readers

10.54

1

10.54

3.34

Tests
(Pre & Post)

0.0

1

0.0

0.0

Type of
Readers by Test

0.80

1

0.80

0.25

Source

Error

132.41

42

Total

143.74

45

4.12

26

Significance of F
0.07

1.00

0.62

3.15

Table 7 shows that there is no significant difference between the students in the

two groups (independent readers and shared readers) on the subtest scores for grade

level, pretest and posttest scores for each group, and when comparing the two groups
and their pretest and posttest scores
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TABLE 8

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND ANALYSIS
OF STUDENTS’ GAINS BY TYPE OF READERS
AND PRETEST AND POSTTEST SCORES
FOR MAIN IDEA COMPREHENSION
Types of Readers

Pretest

Mean
Independent Readers

Shared Readers

n mean SD

n

10 72.50 34.26

10 74.90 27.58

20

73.4

13

26

66.77

63.23 23.66

13

Marginal Mean
Source

Posttest
mean

DF

Between
543.01
Type Readers

1

MS

Total n

70.31 21.48

67.87

SS

SD

72.61
F

543.01

0.77

Significance of F

0.39

292.52

1

292.52

0.41

0.52

Type of
61.82
Readers by Test

1

61.82

0.09

0.77

Tests
(Pre & Post)

Error

29660.48

42

Total

30557.83

45

Marginal

Table 8 shows that there is no significant difference between the students in
the two groups (independent readers and shared readers) on the subtest scores for

main idea, pretest and posttest scores for each group, and comparing the two groups
and their pretest and posttest scores.

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS

The reading comprehension of students has been a concern of

educators for decades. In the past twenty years, shared reading has come
to the forefront as a good tool for increasing reading comprehension.

Because of the researchers’ interest in the utility of this instructional
technique, the purpose of this study was to determine whether the
comprehension of third grade students showed improvement with shared

reading experiences compared with independent reading.

Twenty-five third grade students from a single elementary school

were randomly selected and assigned to two groups, viz., shared reading
and independent reading. Design 4 from Handbook in Research and

Evaluation (Isaac & Michael, 1995) without a control group was used.
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Students were given the Bums/Roe Informal Reading Inventory (1993)

individually. For a period of five weeks they participated in their assigned

reading experiences. Analysis of variance ( ANOVA) and T-tests were
completed to determine if a significant difference was present between the

independent variables, shared reading experiences and independent
reading.
We, the researchers, found:
1. There was no difference in the reading comprehension level of
third grade students who participated in shared reading experiences and

third grade students who read independently.
2. There was no difference in the main idea comprehension subtest
of third grade students who participated in shared reading experiences and
third grade students who read independently.

3. There was a difference in the detail comprehension subtest of

third grade students who participated in shared reading experiences and
third grade students who read independently.
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and shared readers, their posttest scores on the vocabulary comprehension

subtest were higher than their pretest scores.
The ANOVA showed significant difference between pretest and

posttest scores for the detail comprehension subtest and the two groups of

students (independent readers and shared readers). Both groups had higher
pretest scores than posttest scores. There was no significant difference

shown for grade level, sequencing, inference, vocabulary, and main idea

comprehension subtests.
Much of today’s literature stresses the importance of parents reading

to and with their children. When we began this study, we had expected to
give parents and educators additional support for the use of shared reading.
We believe the results of this study do not provide this support. We feel

the implications are:

1. The duration of the study needed to be longer before greater

significance could be seen.

2. Prior knowledge played a very integral role in how the students

comprehended the stories. This was especially evident for the detail
comprehension subtest.
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3. Both the independent and the shared reading groups appear to
have made gains in vocabulary development.

In conjunction with the implications, we make the following
recommendations:
1. Further studies on the benefits of shared reading need to be done.

In order to see a significant difference said studies need to be no less than
24 weeks in length.

2. Selection of pretest and posttest materials need to be compatible
with students’ prior knowledge and experience.

3. The grade level used for this study appears to be ideal for studies
on shared reading. Students are both comfortable and accustomed to

reading with their parents, and they are also able to read independently.
Older students may resist the idea of shared reading, and younger students

may be unable to read independently.

APPENDIX
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BLACKLICK SCHOOL

Dear Parents,

Parents and educators are naturally interested and concerned about
the development of language skills in children. In this regard there is an
extensive amount of literature that has examined shared reading
experiences as a strategy that assists children in their language acquisition
and literacy development.
We have designed a study, as one part of the requirements towards a
Master’s of Education degree, that will examine this idea further. Dr.
Phoebe Wienke, Principal, has reviewed our study and is supportive of this
research.

Your child has been randomly selected, by numbers, to participate in
this research. Twenty-five students from the third grade at Blacklick
School will be participating in this five week study. His/her participation
will not have any effect upon academic grades.
___________________________________ has been randomly placed into
the shared reading experiences group. This entails 15 minutes of shared
reading with a parent at least four times per week.( see attached guidelines
for shared reading)
If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to call
either one of us at any time throughout this study.
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Sincerely,
Teri Hurst (855-3388)
Kristy Smith (899-7149)
Masters of Education students, University of Dayton

Please return the bottom portion of this form to your child’s teacher
by Thursday, Jan. 15th.

I give my permission for________________________________to
participate in the University of Dayton masters’ research on shared reading
experiences. I agree that a parent will do a shared reading activity with
my child at least four times per week.
(Parent Signature)
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BLACKLICK SCHOOL
Dear Parents,

Parents and educators are naturally interested and concerned about
the development of language skills in children. There is an extensive
amount of literature that has examined shared reading experiences as a
strategy that assists in their language acquisition and literacy development.
Shared reading is defined as a strategy where children will read with their
parents on a daily basis to receive support and encouragement for the
language acquisition and literary development.
We have designed a study, as one part of the requirements towards a
Master’s of Education degree, that will examine this idea further. Dr.
Phoebe Wienke, Principal, has reviewed our study and is supportive of this
research.

Your child has been randomly selected, by numbers, to participate in
this research. Twenty-five students from the third grade at Blacklick
School will be participating in this five week study. His/her participation
will not have any effect upon academic grades.
___________________________________ has been randomly placed into
the independent reading group. This entails 15 minutes of independent
reading at least four times per week.

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to call either
one of us at any time throughout this study.
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Sincerely,

Teri Hurst (855-3388)
Kristy Smith (899-7149)
Masters of Education students, University of Dayton

Please return the bottom portion of this form to your child’s teacher by
Thursday, Jan. 15th.

I give my permission for________________________________ to
participate in the University of Dayton masters’ research on independent
reading . I agree to oversee that my child reads 15 minutes independently
at least four times per week.

(Parent Signature)

